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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



This report presents the results of a survey of federal 1997 TRIO 2 grantees and non-funded 
applicants conducted during 1998. 3 The primary purpose of the survey was to determine grantees’ overall 
level of satisfaction and their satisfaction with specific support services provided by the U.S. Department 
of Education (ED). The survey also examined differences in levels of satisfaction across first-time 
grantees, repeat grantees, and non-funded applicants. The data will be used to examine the current quality 
of ED support available to grantees and to provide baseline data for measuring changes in satisfaction. 
The major findings of the study are: 

In general , applicants, both funded and non-funded, were highly satisfied with the federal TRIO 
programs. 

• Eighty-five percent of the applicants reported being satisfied with the TRIO programs with 
26 percent reporting they were very satisfied. 

• Only 9 percent of applicants reported that they were dissatisfied with the program and 
7 percent were neutral. 

Levels of satisfaction varied across areas of customer service. 

• Eighty-five percent were satisfied with the application materials. 

• Sixty-six percent were satisfied with the award notification process. 

• Eighty-two percent were satisfied with the technical assistance provided by ED staff. 

• Ninety-six percent were satisfied with the training sessions provided. 



2 Editor's note: Prior to 1992, TRIO programs were known officially as Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged 
Backgrounds. The three original federal programs from which the the “trio” programs derived their name were: Upward Bound 
(1964), Talent Search (1965), and Student Support Services (1968). Though the term TRIO (in all caps) is not an acronym or 
initialism, it has been retained to avoid confusion. Educators began using the word TRIO to describe these student programs in 
1968 with the passage of the Student Support Services legislation. To make matters more interesting, when the survey for this 
report was conducted federal TRIO programs were seven in number. In addition to the three named above, the other programs 
included: the Educational Opportunity Centers Program, Ronald E. McNair Postbaccalaureate Achievement Program, Training 
Program for Federal TRIO Programs Staff, and Upward Bound-Math Science Program. Finally, the 1998 amendments to the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 added an eighth TRIO program after the survey for this report was conducted. That program, the 
TRIO Dissemination Partnership Program, was authorized in October 1998, with its first grants awarded in September 1999. 
The TRIO Dissemination Partnership Program is not discussed in this report. 

3 The survey also included higher education institutions who applied for a Student Support Services grant during the 1997 grant 
cycle, but who were unsuccessful (i.e., non-funded). This group of institutions received a subset of the questions asked of 
grantees. Unless otherwise indicated, results refer to grantees’ experiences. Differences between the two groups (grantees and 
non-funded applicants) are indicated where appropriate. 
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Levels of satisfaction differed for those applicants who received funding and those who did not. 

• Applicants who received funding tended to be more satisfied with information covered in 
pre-application workshops than those who were not funded. Levels of satisfaction with pre- 
apphcation workshops ranged from 81 percent to 89 percent satisfied, for those who received 
funding, compared to 68 to 84 percent satisfied for those who did not receive funding. 

• Applicants differed considerably in their evaluation of the application materials. Eighty- 
six percent of those applicants who received funding were satisfied with the materials 
provided compared to only 69 percent of those who were not funded. 

• Applicants also differed considerably in their evaluation of the award notification process 
and documents. Funded applicants expressed higher levels of satisfaction than non-funded 
applicants in each of the eight areas reported. Differences between the two groups ranged 
from a low of 11 percentage points for timeliness to a high of 38 percentage points for 
comprehensiveness of notification documents. 



Grantees consistently rated the training sessions conducted by TRIO training grantees highly. 

• Levels of satisfaction ranged from 84 percent satisfied with the convenience of the training 
locations to 96 percent satisfied with the amount of time available to ask questions during the 
training sessions. 



In general, grantees were satisfied with the performance reporting requirements. 

• Nearly three-quarters (7 1 percent) of the grantees who completed a performance report felt 
that it collected appropriate information. (Ninety-five percent of the grantees had completed 
at least one performance report.) 

• Between 60 and 70 percent of the grantees expressed satisfaction with: clarity, 
comprehensiveness, and timeliness of reporting requirements. Only 41 percent of grantees 
reported that the Department of Education used the information in the reports to provide 
“feedback” to grantees. 4 



Levels of satisfaction with various aspects of the reporting requirements varied considerably. 

• The highest level of satisfaction (71 percent) was expressed on the appropriateness of the 
information collected. In contrast, only 41 percent felt the information in the reports was 
used to provide feedback to grantees. 



4 Throughout this report, the term ‘‘feedback” refers to the process of providing grantees with the U.S. Department of Education’s 
view of this grantee’s performance. This information may also include suggestions on how the grantee may improve or 
enhance their program. v 
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More than three-quarters (77 percent) of the grantees received information on the federal TRIO 
programs from organizations other than the U.S. Department of Education (ED). 

• Ninety-four percent of these grantees felt the information was helpful. Only 14 percent felt it 
conflicted with information provided by ED. 



First-time applicants were less satisfied than repeat applicants with their interaction with the 
Department of Education. 

• First-time applicants were less aware than repeat applicants of technical assistance (82 
percent versus 94 percent, respectively) provided by ED and were less likely to be satisfied 
with their interaction with ED staff. 



As part of its effort to assess customer satisfaction with its programs and services, the U.S. 
Department of Education (ED) requires information on how the TRIO 1 grant application and delivery 
process is perceived by grant applicants and recipients. This study provides findings from successful and 
unsuccessful higher education program grant applicants on their satisfaction with ED-provided services, 
such as solicitation and awarding of the grant, technical assistance, and monitoring activities. 

Sample. The sample for this survey was drawn in two parts from lists provided by ED. 
First, a sample of 1,107 TRIO grantees was drawn from a pool of 1,972 successful grant applicants for the 
1997 program year. A second group of 302 unsuccessful (non-funded) applicants were also included in 
the survey. The surveys were conducted from April through August, 1998. We used a proportional 
sample design for successful applicants stratified by type (outreach, institutional) and program (Student 
Support Services, Upward Bound, etc.). To ensure adequate statistical representation, we also selected all 
non-postsecondary entities that had received a grant. We assigned weights to each program based on the 
inverse of their probability of selection from the pool. We selected all unsuccessful applicants. 

Survey Instruments and Response Rate. Separate instruments were sent to grantees and 
to non-funded applicants. Non-funded applicants received a subset of the questions on pre-application 
workshops, grant application materials, and award notification. The overall response rate for both the 
grantees and non-funded applicant surveys was 70 percent. The response rate varied by sampled group - 
74 percent of the postsecondary entities, 54 percent of the non-postsecondary entities, and 60 percent of 
the unsuccessful applicants responded. 

Program History and Structure. The term “TRIO” was coined in 1968 to describe three 
federal educational opportunity outreach programs designed to motivate and support students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. The first of these programs was Upward Bound, which was authorized by 
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 as part of President Johnson’s War on Poverty program. The 
second program, Talent Search, was created as part of the Higher Education Act of 1965. In 1968, the 
Higher Education Amendments authorized Special Services for Disadvantaged Students, which has been 
renamed Student Support Services. 



1 TRIO is a set of federal programs designed to assist and encourage disadvantaged students to pursue and complete 
postsecondary education. 



